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Abstract
The purpose of this non-experimental study was to examine doctoral graduates’ satisfaction with
the mentoring provided by their dissertation chairs. The relationships between doctoral students
and their dissertation chairs can positively or negatively influence a doctoral student’s
dissertation journey. The researcher developed and validated a survey to determine doctoral
graduates’ perceptions of mentoring by their dissertation chairs based on best practices in the
literature. The online survey was announced nation-wide using email and social media: 133
graduates from multiple disciplines and institutions responded with complete data. The responses
were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. The results of the analyses revealed
that this sample of graduates viewed their chair’s mentoring as helpful or very helpful during the
different phases of the dissertation process (M = 2.92 on a 4-point Likert scale). The graduates
also agreed or strongly agreed that their chairs used best practices of mentoring doctoral
graduates (M = 4.12 on a 5-point Likert scale). Analyses of open-ended survey items reiterated
the importance of the relationships between doctoral students and their chairs to promote
successful completion of the dissertation. Graduates valued mutual trust, encouragement, goal
setting, shared research interests, and timely feedback. Implications of the study and
recommendations for future research were discussed.
Keywords: dissertation chair, doctoral student, doctoral program completion, mentee,
mentor, mentoring, more knowledgeable other (MKO), online mentoring
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I. INTRODUCTION

The relationships between doctoral students and their dissertation chairs are critical to a
successful dissertation journey that leads to a doctoral degree. The dissertation process can
cultivate meaningful mentoring relationships between dissertation chairs and dissertation
students in which both parties benefit.
Rademaker et al. (2016) wrote that “of the various relationships between mentor and
mentee in academia, the one between dissertation mentor and doctoral student is critical to
success” (p. 58). On the other hand, the dissertation relationship can be wrought with discord,
frustration, and ultimate failure. Research on this critical relationship merits the attention of
social scientists, doctoral students, dissertation chairs, and leaders in higher education.
Dr. Tim Elmore serves as the president of Growing Leaders, Inc. and is the author of
LifeGiving Mentors: A Guide for Investing Your Life in Others (2008). Elmore and his team
conducted and reported research studies to assist in the development of strategies to train new
leaders. Elmore (2008) defined mentoring as “a relational experience through which one person
empowers another by sharing their wisdom and resources” (p. 2). Doctoral students can benefit
from the advice and wisdom of an invested mentor who serves as the dissertation chair
throughout the entire research process from topic selection to the successful defense of the
dissertation.
According to Andreanoff (2016), an author and researcher on mentoring and a higher
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education consultant in the United Kingdom, “mentoring is quite often defined as a longer-term
intervention given over a period of a year or so whilst coaching is very often offered for a shorter
duration” (p. 6). As doctoral students move through the lengthy dissertation process, they interact
frequently with their dissertation chairs to clarify, justify, revise, and modify the product they
have been tasked to create and defend. As such, dissertation chairs are frequently described as
academic mentors who are responsible for ensuring the dissertation product’s rigor and quality
and monitoring the student’s progress. However, dissertation chairs may also become lifementors who guide their doctoral students through not only the intellectual challenges of writing
a dissertation but also the emotional challenges students may experience due to family life and
other factors outside the academic realm. For example, Cahalan (2017), a professor of practical
theology at Saint John’s School of Theology and Seminary, described the roles of a mentor from
a Christian worldview: “They offer support, give resources, and comfort” (p. 85). Both academic
and life mentors need to be transparent and authentic with students throughout the dissertation
journey, recognizing that communication may entail discussions of students’ spiritual and
emotional growth and well-being as well as academic progress.
The purpose of this research study was to describe doctoral graduates’ perceptions of the
mentoring relationships between doctoral graduates and their dissertation chairs. The researcher
surveyed graduates of doctoral programs across a wide range of disciplines and universities to
determine graduates’ satisfaction with and perceptions of mentoring by their dissertation chairs.
Background of the Study
High rates of doctoral students’ attrition point to clear needs for research on the reasons
doctoral students do not successfully complete the doctorate. The Council of Graduate Schools
(2010) synthesized the research on doctoral students’ self-reported reasons for completing or not
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completing a doctoral program. The results of the synthesis revealed that the most common
reason for dropping out of a doctoral program was primarily financial; however, the most
commonly reported reason for successfully completing the doctorate was access to an effective
dissertation chair early in the doctoral program. The results of the Council of Graduate Schools’
research on doctoral completion served as part of the impetus for conducting the current research
study of graduates of doctoral programs. What do effective dissertation chairs do to support their
doctoral students? How do successful doctoral program graduates describe their relationships
with their dissertation chairs? What critical supports made the difference between completion
and failure?
Theoretical Foundation
Lev Vygotsky (1987) was a Russian psychologist whose research focused on children’s
stages of social and cognitive development, especially as mediated by language development.
Two key elements of Vygotsky’s research and subsequent theories of child development were
grounded in his ideas related to a zone of proximal development (ZPD) and a more
knowledgeable other (MKO). The ZPD was described by Vygotsky as the hypothetical cognitive
space or area between which a child can accomplish a task independently and which a child can
accomplish the task with help from a peer or a teacher. Vygotsky named the helpful peer or
teacher the MKO. The interaction between a child’s existing knowledge base and exposure to the
additional knowledge and skills of an MKO can steadily move the child’s ZPD to higher stages
of cognitive and social development. According to Dziczkowski (2013), although the concept of
ZPD is “rooted in child development, a person never ceases to learn; therefore, these concepts
are still applicable as one ages and can be successful for adults as well as children” (p. 352). For
example, a dissertation student learns from a dissertation mentor or the MKO who guides,
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encourages, and assists the student to accomplish the goal of finishing the dissertation with
excellence. In most cases, the person with whom the student interacts most frequently is the
dissertation chairperson. The chairperson is the MKO who helps the student build the
knowledge, skills, and dispositions of a professional scholar practitioner. Given the lengthy
period required to complete a dissertation, chairpersons in this study can be considered mentors.
Dissertation chairpersons mentor students in various ways using strategies Vygotsky
described as scaffolding. The purposes of scaffolding during the dissertation process are to move
the student from novice to expert carefully by assisting the student to consistently move the ZPD
forward into higher levels of complexity, understanding, and independence. As such, dissertation
chairpersons play critical roles in the dissertation tasks and the overall development of the
scholar.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this research study was to describe doctoral graduates’ perceptions of the
mentoring relationships between doctoral graduates and their dissertation chairs.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
This study addressed the following research questions:
Research Question 1: How do doctoral graduates rate the mentoring by their dissertation
chairs?
Research Question 2: Are there any differences between doctoral graduates’ ratings of
overall satisfaction with their chairs’ mentoring based on the program delivery method (i.e., fully
in-person, fully online, or hybrid)?
H0 1: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
ratings of their chair’s helpfulness based on the program delivery type (i.e., fully in-person, fully
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online, or hybrid).
H02: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
ratings of their chair’s use of best practices in mentoring based on the program delivery type (i.e.,
fully in-person, fully online, or hybrid).
Overview of Methodology
The population of this study included all individuals in the United States who
successfully completed the dissertation process and graduated with a doctoral degree in a variety
of disciplines. The sample (N = 133) consisted of a non-random sample of volunteer respondents
who completed an anonymous, online survey (Appendix A) created by the researcher and
validated by the dissertation committee.
Overview of Analyses
Preliminary Analyses
When the online survey closed, the researcher cleaned and compiled survey results to
redact missing data, which included participants who did not complete the entire survey or did
not indicate whether their program delivery was fully in-person, fully online, or hybrid.
After cleaning the data, Cronbach’s alpha was computed for the resulting dataset to
determine the internal consistency of the survey responses.
Descriptive statistics were used to compile the demographic information of respondents
and to determine the frequencies, ranges, means, and standard deviations of each item on the
survey. Qualitative analyses were conducted to further explore respondents’ comments to openended items on the survey.

5

Data Analyses by Research Question
Research Question 1
How do doctoral graduates rate their satisfaction with the mentoring by their dissertation
chairs?
To address Research Question 1, the researcher used descriptive statistics to report the
satisfaction rates and quality of the respondents’ perceptions of their dissertation chairpersons’
helpfulness during the phases of the dissertation process and their overall use of best practices in
mentoring. Frequencies, ranges, means, and standard deviations were computed.
Research Question 2 and Hypotheses
Are there any differences between doctoral graduates’ ratings of overall satisfaction with
their chairs’ mentorship based on mentoring delivery type (i.e., fully in-person, fully online, or
hybrid)?
H0 1: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
rating of their chair’s helpfulness based on the program delivery type (i.e., fully in-person, fully
online, or hybrid).
H0 2: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
rating of their chair’s use of best practices in mentoring based on the program delivery type (i.e.,
fully in-person, fully online, or hybrid).
Descriptive statistics were used to compute the means, standard deviations, and
frequencies of the participants’ composite ratings of their chairs’ helpfulness and use of best
practices in mentoring for each type of doctoral program. Mean composite ratings on 14
indicators of chairs’ helpfulness during the dissertation process and 16 indicators of chairs’ use of
best practices in mentoring dissertation students were computed. To address Null Hypotheses 1
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and 2, two 1x3 analyses of variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted to compare the differences
between the mean composite ratings of the chairs’ helpfulness and use of best practices in
mentoring and type of program delivery.
Qualitative Analyses
The researcher also reviewed the open-ended survey items to qualitatively determine
common themes and recommendations to promote successful mentoring relationships between
doctoral students and their dissertation chairs. Keywords were coded and categorized by the
researcher using the methods recommended by Creswell and Poth (2018).
Limitations
The mentoring relationship between faculty chairs and graduates of terminal degrees that
did not require a dissertation were not addressed in the current study. Participants self-reported
their feelings and thoughts on their perceptions of mentoring by their dissertation chairs and the
advice related to effective mentoring. The researcher did not use a control group in this study.
The survey participants were a sample of convenience; therefore, generalizability is pertinent
only to the research sample.
Definition of Key Terms
The following words and phrases were key terms used in this study.
•

chair: In this study, the word chair refers to the dissertation mentor, chair, or
chairperson; all the words are used interchangeably in the document.

•

mentee: A mentee is defined “one who is being mentored” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.).

•

mentor: A mentor is defined as “a trusted counselor or guide” (Merriam-Webster,
n.d.).

7

•

more knowledgeable other (MKO): Vygotsky (1987) held that social and cognitive
interaction between a child and a peer or adult can serve to assist children to move
from one ZPD to the next higher level of ZPD. In this fashion, children develop
incrementally as they accomplish more tasks and build knowledge structures over
time.

•

scaffolding: Vygotsky (1987) described the ways that an MKO can help structure
new knowledge and comprehension as scaffolding. Strategies such as chunking
information, building on prior knowledge, and drawing analogies are common
strategies used by MKOs to assist learners.

•

zone of proximal development: The zone of proximal development as
conceptualized by Lev Vygotsky (1987) is the hypothetical, cognitive space or area
between which a child is able to complete a task independently and in which the child
is able to complete a task with help from an MKO.
Significance

The results of this study may influence individuals who seek to enroll as doctoral students
or who desire to become faculty mentors to dissertation students. In addition, the results of this
research provided valuable information regarding recommendations for improvement and best
practices for mentoring dissertation students. Hopefully, the results of this study will help ensure
that future doctoral students and their dissertation chairs have fulfilling and productive
relationships leading to the successful conclusion of the dissertation process.
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II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose of this research study was to examine doctoral graduates’ perceptions of
mentoring by their dissertation chairs. The literature review presents the theoretical framework
undergirding the dissertation study, research on mentoring in higher education, and a review of
recent and relevant research studies on mentoring doctoral students in the dissertation phase.
Theoretical Framework
Many theories of effective mentoring exist and could serve as appropriate conceptual
frameworks to support the current study of the mentoring relationships of dissertation students
and the chairs of the dissertation committees. However, Lev Vygotsky’s (1962, 1978, 1987)
theories of cognitive development and interpersonal communication provided a valuable and
appropriate theory base for the current study.
Vygotsky was a Russian psychologist whose research dealt primarily with the study of
children’s language development and the influence of social interactions as they related to the
cognitive development of children. His theories involved heavy emphases upon the language of
social communication and the need for social collaboration to advance cognitive development.
As such, his ideas can be extrapolated to the relationships between dissertation students and their
dissertation chairs. According to Burkholder and Pelaez (2000), “Vygotsky’s philosophy includes
interpersonal psychology that involves learning from other members of society while engaging in
social interactions” (p. 7).
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One of the key elements of Vygotsky’s theory (1987) of cognitive development is the
introduction of the idea of a ZPD, which Vygotsky subsequently defined as the cognitive space
or area between which children can function independently and with help from a MKO (Figure
1).
Figure 1
Visual Depiction of Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development

Note. From “Vygotskian Sociocultural Theory of Learning,” by S. Balbay and C. Dogan, 2018,
in Ç. Kitabevi (Ed.), Current Pathways in Foreign Language Teaching, p. 68
(https://www.researchgate.net/publication/329913101_Vygostskian_Sociocultural_Theory_of_Le
arning).

Vygotsky (1987) hypothesized that children learn best through verbal and social
interactions with both peers and adults who can serve as an MKO. With an MKO’s help, children
can learn to work independently and continue to develop academically and cognitively
(Burkholder & Pelaez, 2000). Logically, the concepts of the ZPD and an MKO can be used to
describe not only children’s intellectual development, but also that of dissertation students as
they embark on one of the most arduous tasks in their academic careers. Dissertation chairs and
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committee members serve as the MKOs to mentor dissertation students through their personal
ZPD throughout the long process of planning, conducting, and writing about a dissertation
research study. Vygotsky’s theories accurately describe the relationships between an academic
expert (i.e., the dissertation chair as the MKO) and the dissertation student who is learning to
independently design a research study, conduct research, and communicate the findings in a clear
and articulate manner. Because the dissertation tasks present high-level intellectual challenges,
expert MKOs and mentors serve critically important roles both to encourage and to scaffold the
learning process for their dissertation students. The MKO, or dissertation chair, can provide
assistance and guidance that far exceeds that of the learner’s peers.
A second critical element of Vygotsky’s (1987) theory is scaffolding. The MKO plays an
essential role of providing the cognitive and language supports (i.e., scaffolds) most learners
need to move from one zone of cognitive functioning to the next higher zone. Scaffolding in
education borrows from building construction as a metaphor for providing the foundation upon
which learners can stand while building new knowledge. At the beginning of the scaffolding
process, the MKO provides a great deal of support and direction to the learner. The MKO
gradually removes support as the learner gains insight, knowledge, ability, and confidence. Some
instructional strategies that an MKO can use to scaffold learning include (a) sharing critical
background knowledge in order to contextualize new knowledge; (b) modeling a task or activity;
(c) breaking down key steps in a process or task (i.e., chunking); (d) sharing key vocabulary
needed to comprehend new information; (e) reflecting on student’s thinking and the thinking of
others; (f) talking through a problem; (g) depicting information visually with graphic organizers,
infographics, and other visual aids; (h) describing metaphors of key elements of learning; (i)
sharing past experiences; and (j) motivating learners to persevere in a task.
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In addition to determining and working within the students’ ZPDs, dissertation chairs
must scaffold learning to lead dissertation students to eventually work independently to complete
the myriad research and writing tasks involved in producing scholarly work. Wass and Golding
(2014) shared that scaffolding can be further described as the ways that the MKO builds upon the
existing cognitive structures of the learner to maximize and add to those structures. These
authors pointed out that guidance and construction of subtasks into manageable chunks are
particularly effective scaffolding strategies. According to Wood and Wood (1996), “Tutors serve
to provide a bridge between a learner’s existing knowledge and skills and the demands of a new
task” (p. 6). The process of tutoring and scaffolding is critically important to the development of
a dissertation research study. Without ongoing and intentional communication between the
dissertation chair and the doctoral student, the task of successfully completing a dissertation in a
timely manner may not take place. Doctoral students can benefit from a guided learning
experience provided by a mentor with strong foundations in the academic discipline who can
also help the dissertation student prioritize the steps in the dissertation journey.
Dissertation chairs not only assist doctoral students to complete the dissertation but also
prepare students to become highly qualified colleagues with the knowledge, skills, and
dispositions necessary to be successful in their chosen fields. Vygotsky’s (1987) theories of ZPD,
MKOs, and scaffolding provide excellent theoretical frameworks to describe the mentoring
relationships of dissertation students and their dissertation chairs as they co-create a safe
environment for collaborative study, research, and writing.
Review of Relevant Literature
Mentoring is a relatively new term that became common usage in the mid-1970s
(Dziczkowski, 2013). According to Johnson (2016), the author of On Being a Mentor: A Guide
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for Higher Education Faculty, important qualities unique to the mentor-mentee relationship exist
in higher education. An excellent working definition of a good mentor in higher education was
discussed in Johnson’s book:
Mentoring is a personal and reciprocal relationship in which a more experienced (usually
older) faculty member acts as a guide, role model, teacher, and sponsor of a less
experienced (usually younger) student or faculty member. A mentor provides the mentee
with knowledge, advice, counsel, challenge, and support in the mentee’s pursuit of
becoming a full member of a particular profession. (Johnson, 2016, p. 23)
Johnson (2016) also wrote about the critical importance of veteran professors to serve as
mentors to undergraduates, graduates, and younger faculty members. The process of mentoring
implies a commitment to guide, impart knowledge, partner with a mentee, and serve as a
sounding board. Johnson noted that an effective mentor-mentee relationship positively influences
graduate students’ views of the graduate program and the institution.
According to Hill and Conceicao (2019), “a doctoral degree is an enormous undertaking
that demands significant time, energy, and emotional commitments” (p. 36). Importantly, the
authors also reported that doctoral students perceived their relationships with faculty mentors as
the most important factor in successfully completing the doctorate as the students moved into the
dissertation phase.
Mentoring Doctoral Students
Mansson and Myers (2012) conducted a mixed method study to examine the relationships
between doctoral students and their academic advisors. The researchers surveyed doctoral
students who had been enrolled in their programs of study between one and 100 months. The
authors surveyed a non-random sample of doctoral students (n = 636) and doctoral advisors (n =
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141) to explore mentoring relationships between doctoral students and their academic advisors.
The doctoral students worked with the same academic advisor throughout the doctoral
coursework until the completion of the dissertation. In phase one and two of the study, doctoral
students were asked to reflect on the ways they maintained positive relationships with their
advisors. The survey included both open-ended items and items measured on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). In phase one of the study, the
survey was sent to doctoral students personally known to the researchers. In phase two, the
survey was sent to doctoral students outside the researchers’ universities. Phase three of the study
involved surveying the doctoral students and their advisors at the researchers’ universities.
After compiling and analyzing the survey data from all three phases of the study,
Mansson and Myers (2012) uncovered six factors that promoted successful advisor-advisee
mentoring relationships. The doctoral students desired six dominant characteristics from their
academic advisors: appreciation, tasks, protection, courtesy, humor, and goals. The doctoral
students also preferred specific tasks with assigned due dates and timely feedback from their
mentors, appreciated the ability to laugh with their doctoral advisors, and valued shared respect
and consideration from academic advisors. Additionally, the doctoral students reported that they
enjoyed discussions centered on professional and academic goals. The most effective advisors in
this study were reported to be highly motivated to guide, instruct, care for, and scaffold their
mentees. Finally, the doctoral advisors reported they felt responsible to promote their mentees’
best interests. These perceptions were based largely on the expectations of others or the faculty
member’s personal desires to be a part of helping students to complete their studies.
Brill et al. (2014) discussed the benefits of mentoring doctoral students throughout the
entire doctoral program. The authors conducted a literature review of 42 articles related to
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retention studies conducted from 1988 to 2014. The foci of the literature review included
doctoral student retention, barriers to retention, and mentoring relationships. Based on the
analyses of the literature, the researchers reported that doctoral student retention was largely
influenced by dissertation chairs’ and faculty mentors’ abilities to develop effective relationships
with doctoral students. Barriers to retention uncovered in the literature review included doctoral
students’ feelings of isolation and persistent doubts they would graduate. The authors concluded
that effective faculty mentorship was pivotal in nurturing doctoral students to complete their
programs, improve retention, and reduce barriers to retention.
In their literature review, Brill et al. (2014) uncovered additional factors that influenced
doctoral mentor-mentee relationships. For example, numerous studies pointed out that weekly
conversations between doctoral program faculty mentors and doctoral advisees were important to
monitor progress and stay connected. Regular mentor-mentee meeting times were essential to
develop mentor-mentee trust. Weekly conversations occurred in face-to-face meetings, phone
conversations, or email updates; both the mentor and the mentee appeared to profit from the
weekly meetings. According to the authors, weekly meetings enabled academic mentors to check
in, review process and progress, provide feedback on students’ work, and address specific
questions from mentees. The results of Brill et al.’s literature review revealed that weekly
meetings were especially useful and productive when the student and mentor addressed specific
topics, followed agenda items, and discussed next steps in a process. Both doctoral students and
advisors reported that the mentor and mentee benefitted from increased professional skills,
diminished tension and angst, and increased discernment and confidence during the long-term
mentoring process.
Brill et al. (2014) concluded that doctoral student retention could be improved when
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academic mentors provided mentees with doctoral-level skill development to encourage growth
in their skillsets of writing and publication. During the long-term process of program coursework
and the dissertation, the doctoral students’ independence as scholars showed marked growth.
Additionally, the authors suggested that mentors should intentionally seek to provide mentees
with ongoing motivation and encouragement to help them achieve the end goal of completing the
doctorate. Finally, Brill et al. reported that mentoring relationships between doctoral students and
dissertation mentors can be extremely effective in reducing doctoral student attrition when the
relationships include mutual feedback, clear expectations of the mentee-mentor relationship,
flexible thinking, and scheduled times for communication. Brill et al.’s study has important
implications for mentoring doctoral students from the beginning of their coursework through the
completion of the dissertation process.
Gammel and Rutstein-Riley (2016) conducted a qualitative study of six pairs of doctoral
graduates and their doctoral advisors to explore mentor-mentee relationships. All the mentor and
mentee pairs in the sample were female, and all the mentees had recently completed the PhD in
Educational Studies and Adult Learning. The six doctoral faculty mentors were in their mid-40s
to 70 years of age; the ages of the students were not reported. The researchers conducted
interviews of the six mentor-mentee pairs. The advisors and advisees were interviewed
separately, and their answers were analyzed as pairs (each advisor with her doctoral graduate).
The interview data were subsequently transcribed and coded qualitatively to explore common
themes related to the role of power and relational space shared by doctoral advisors and advisees.
The results of the data analyses revealed the following common themes among all six advisor
and advisee pairs: (a) the importance of shared mutual goals, (b) the development of
collaborative relationships, and (c) perceptions of vulnerability from experiencing life together
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inside and outside the learning environment. The results of the analyses of the interview data
revealed that three of the six pairs “fit a definition of relational mentoring which included
bidirectional caring, mutuality, vulnerability, collaboration, and connection” (Gammel &
Rutstein-Riley, 2016, p. 31). All participants in this study valued mutual goals, vulnerability, and
legitimate engagement as they worked toward the common goal of completing the doctorate.
Gammel and Rutstein-Riley (2016) discussed the benefits of relational mentoring as a means to
increase opportunities for openness and transparency as doctoral students and advisors move
through the stages of a doctoral program from coursework through the dissertation process.
Mirick et al. (2020) conducted an online survey of 150 dissertation faculty mentors to
learn more about the role of a dissertation chair, to gather information on ways the faculty
members prepared to serve as a dissertation chair, and to share the evidence regarding
implications for dissertation chair training in the area of social work. The researchers solicited
survey respondents through an email invitation to members of the Group for the Advancement of
Doctoral Education in Social Work. Mirick et al. utilized purposive and snowball sampling
strategies to recruit participants. Each of the faculty members in the study had chaired at least
one doctoral dissertation committee in social work. The survey items included forced-choice and
open-ended items related to dissertation chair training, the role of a dissertation chair, and
experiences as a dissertation chair. The researchers used descriptive statistics to compile and
analyze the survey’s quantitative data and qualitative analyses to analyze responses to the
survey’s open-ended items. Mirick et al. also used descriptive statistics to analyze demographic
data, the experiences of chairs, and program data. Results of the demographic analyses revealed
that 57% of the survey respondents were female (n = 85) and 67% of the respondents were
parents (n = 101). Most of the dissertation chairs (85%) were assigned according to student
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request. Nearly all the faculty members (99%) did not receive formal training for their role as a
dissertation chair; 89% of the faculty member respondents reported they wanted further training
as dissertation chairs.
Best Practices of Mentoring Dissertation Students
Lunsford (2012) conducted a survey study on the importance of mentoring relationships
during the dissertation process of 477 doctoral students in distinct phases of their programs (i.e.,
enrolled in classes, finished comprehensive exams, doctoral candidate, completed a dissertation
proposal, defended the dissertation proposal, defended their dissertation, or graduated). The
sample in the study consisted of doctoral students from multiple disciplines at two public
institutions; 82% of the participants were currently enrolled in a doctoral program and 18% had
graduated with a terminal degree. Fifty-three percent of survey participants were female and 73%
of survey participants were U.S. citizens. Analyses of the survey data revealed that most doctoral
students in the sample had more than one mentor throughout their program; however, 16 students
(3%) indicated that they did not have a mentor during their doctoral program. In addition, most
students were in a positive mentoring relationship with their dissertation chairs. Further, the
students reported that mentoring relationships contributed to their achievement of each
dissertation milestone, the successful completion of the dissertation defense, and subsequent
graduation with the terminal degree.
Carpenter et al. (2015) conducted a survey of 21 doctoral faculty to determine their
mentoring behaviors and explore the theoretical constructs related to mentor-mentee
relationships. The researchers did not indicate the number of faculty members who also served
as a dissertation chair. Carpenter and colleagues first surveyed communication program
directors or chairs at 15 universities and asked these individuals to nominate the top doctoral
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faculty mentors in their programs. Twenty-one communication program directors or chairs
nominated 29 communication faculty members who has been identified as exemplars of good
mentors for doctoral students. The researchers subsequently surveyed the 29 nominated doctoral
faculty members from 14 universities. The faculty members were asked to complete open-ended
survey items designed to determine the respondents’ formal and informal mentoring activities
and strategies. The researchers granularly coded the open-ended survey responses qualitatively
to identify categories and patterns before the items were categorized as types of mentor
functions (i.e., research, intellectual, psychosocial, and career). The results of the survey
analyses revealed that the nominated faculty in the study considered doctoral advising
relationships as different from mentoring relationships. Respondents described the doctoral
advising process as lengthy, intense, frequent, and more likely to create close ties relationally
between the dissertation chair and doctoral student. The communication program faculty
exemplars in the sample also reported that they typically focused their mentoring efforts on
sharing knowledge and expertise, providing academic advice, motivating students to excel, and
offering general support to maintain progress. In addition, the faculty said they provided
guidance on social skills and ways to treat others professionally and gave advice on how to
respond to questions at presentations and the importance of appropriate professional behavior.
Carpenter et al.’s study of highly accomplished faculty mentors of doctoral students has
important implications for examining best practices in mentoring doctoral students, especially at
the dissertation phase.
In a second study, Carpenter et al. (2015) surveyed communication faculty members of
doctoral programs in the United States to determine their mentoring behaviors, mentoring
efficacy, and research productivity. The respondents included 551 doctoral faculty members in
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communication programs; 48% were male, 45% were female, and 7% did not indicate their
gender. The online questionnaire consisted of 17 items that were rated on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from never to always. Faculty were asked to rate themselves on items such as teaching
students how to interact with other members of the higher education community, co-authoring
with students, and knowledge of the students’ career histories. The survey also included openended items. The researchers used exploratory factor analysis, four regression analyses, and
qualitative methods to analyze the resulting data. The results of the analyses revealed that the
doctoral faculty mentors in the communication programs used four types of functional support
when advising or mentoring doctoral students: (a) career, (b) psychosocial, (c) research, and (d)
intellectual support. The researchers identified the importance of faculty mentors’ confidence
when mentoring doctoral students. The researchers also concluded that doctoral students would
benefit from knowing the types of mentoring and the various roles of mentors early in their
doctoral programs. Finally, the researchers recommended that doctoral faculty would benefit
from information and training related to best practices of mentoring doctoral students that could
be shared during faculty orientation and other venues.
Turner and Crane (2016) conducted a narrative case study of their personal mentormentee relationship when Turner was the dissertation chair on Crane’s dissertation committee
when Crane was a doctoral student in social work. Considering that Crane was conducting a
qualitative research study, the publication focused on the importance of teaching qualitative
research methods and reporting as necessary parts of the mentoring process. The results of the
narrative case study revealed that having a set schedule for communication and dissertation
updates helped Crane’s dissertation process to move successfully from the beginning of the
dissertation process to the conclusion of the dissertation defense. The authors concluded that
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when working with a new doctoral student at the beginning of the dissertation phase, adequate
time should be taken to evaluate the doctoral student’s readiness for research. In the study,
readiness for research was described as successful completion of four research courses,
organization of meeting agendas, passion for the research topic, and the student’s motivation to
conduct the research. The mentor and mentee concluded that regular meetings were a critical
factor in completing the dissertation. The authors also identified three crucial tasks that improve
the mentor-mentee relationship: (a) sharing an interest in the research topic, (b) using technology
to maintain consistent communication, and (c) keeping thorough meeting notes throughout the
entire dissertation process. After Crane completed her dissertation and graduated, she and her
mentor continued their relationship by conducting research and publishing together.
Flora (2017) conducted a qualitative phenomenological study to investigate critical
elements of mentoring relationships of dissertation chairs and committee members. The author
interviewed four doctoral dissertation chairs (i.e., three professors from for-profit, online
universities and one professor at a research institution) to explore the dissertation mentors’ roles.
The professors in this sample ranged in age from 51 to 71 years. The researcher conducted three
separate face-to-face interviews with each of the four doctoral chairpersons. Interview questions
included the chairs’ educational and life backgrounds, the number of years of experience as a
dissertation chair, and types of scholarly leadership when mentoring. After the interviews, the
researcher coded and analyzed the resulting data to uncover predominant themes. Four essential
elements of scholarly leadership emerged from the data analyses: (a) chairs’ genuine authenticity,
(b) facilitation of student growth or change, (c) encouragement and maintenance of the students’
vision, and (d) acknowledgment of students’ deficiencies. Flora described genuine authenticity as
an honest relationship between the dissertation chair and doctoral student. Examples of
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authenticity cited by the professors included admitting when they made a mistake, offering
encouragement to the student, and exhibiting a mutual non-judgmental attitude toward the
student. The chairs in this sample reported that facilitating the dissertation process entailed
advocating for the student. One professor wrote, “Make sure the quality of the work is such that
they’re going to succeed” (Flora, 2017, p. 231). The professors also reported that one of the key
roles of a chairperson was to help students maintain a vision of completing the dissertation with
excellence and stay focused. The finding of acknowledgment of deficiency entailed the chairs’
ability to note and discuss deficiencies with the students and to put effective measures in place to
remediate or counteract the deficiencies. One survey participant shared, “My thinking is we
really need to take a look at the criteria we are using to judge people’s values as leaders and give
them the opportunity to become leaders, to exercise leadership” (Flora, 2017, p. 234). The
study’s focus on the perceptions of dissertation chairs adds to the body of knowledge on best
practices in mentoring dissertation students and is one of few studies that discuss doctoral
students’ deficiencies and offer strategies to address them.
Gittings et al. (2018) conducted a study to determine the relationships between student
characteristics and doctoral program characteristics and completion of the doctoral degree. The
researchers invited a non-random sample of known doctoral students to participate in a survey
designed to address the study’s purpose. The research sample consisted of 275 doctoral graduates
who attended doctoral programs at two universities in Midwestern United States and who
volunteered to complete the survey. The researchers adapted their survey from Tinto’s Doctoral
Studies Questionnaire Survey (1993) and the Survey of Earned Doctorates (National Science
Foundation, 1997). Gittings et al. (2018) designed the online survey to consist of demographic
items, information related to doctoral programs, doctoral students’ experiences, and types of
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dissertation support. The researchers initially conducted factor analyses to analyze the survey
responses of the entire sample. The results of the analyses uncovered 11 individual doctoral
student characteristics (i.e., age, ethnicity, gender, financial support, employment, marital status,
dependents, distance from campus, debt load, employment status change after comprehensive
exams, and enrollment status) and 10 doctoral program characteristics (i.e., orientation,
departmental assistance, social involvement, dissertation preparation courses, dissertation
preparation seminars, clarity and understanding of academic program procedures and
requirements, dissertation chair contacts, academic involvement, support groups, and mentors).
Gittings et al. (2018) conducted three logistic regression analyses of the student and
program characteristics. The independent variables in the regression models were the student and
program characteristics and the dichotomous dependent variables were completion or noncompletion of the doctoral program. The results of the logistic regression analyses revealed that
full-time employment was a significant predictor of degree completion (p < .005) but part-time
employment was not significantly related (p = .05). In addition, full-time enrollment in the
doctoral program was a significant predictor of degree completion (p < .05). However, the
researchers found that if the students’ employment status changed from full-time to part-time or
not working after the comprehensive exams, the prediction model changed dramatically, Exp(β)
= .218, β = -1.542, p < .05. A change in employment status from full-time to part-time was
significantly correlated to non-completion of the program. The final logistic regression analysis
revealed that the age of the doctoral student was significantly related to completion of the
doctoral degree (p < .05). The variable of students who were older than the mean age of the
sample (43 years) was significantly related to completion of the program. Of special importance
to the current study, the logistic regression analyses pointed to the significant relationship
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between satisfaction with the dissertation chair and program completion, Exp(β) = 3.012, β =
1.103, p < .05). Gittings et al. (2018) recommended that coursework in doctoral programs should
focus on dissertation preparation.
Although the Gittings et al. (2018) study represented a strong methodological design, the
results were somewhat mitigated by certain factors related to the composition of the research
sample. For example, although the total sample of 275 survey respondents was substantial, the
response rate was approximately 9% of the doctoral students invited to participate. The
demography of the research sample was similar with regard to gender (58% female and 42%
male) and full-time enrollment (32%) versus part-time enrollment (21%). However, 74% of the
respondents were employed full-time while pursuing their doctorates, which may have
influenced the significant correlation between full-time employment and doctoral program
completion. Finally, correlational studies, although interesting and informative, cannot be
interpreted to imply causal relationships.
Hill and Conceicao (2019) conducted a literature review to examine studies on strategies
that promote student success as measured by completion of the doctoral degree. The review
originally included 70 studies published from 2000 to 2019. The researchers organized the major
themes and sub-themes into program support strategies and instructional support strategies. Key
program support strategies included goal setting, writing and research strategies, information
sharing, and connecting students to their cohorts. Key instructional support strategies included
relationships with a faculty member, support of career goals, faculty guidance, faculty members’
sensitivity to doctoral students’ needs, and reduction of students’ feelings of isolation.
A study conducted by Roberts et al. (2019) addressed communication between
dissertation students and their chairpersons. Roberts et al. designed the study to investigate
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effective processes and strategies mentors used when building relationships with their
dissertation students. The researchers extended 32 invitations to dissertation chairs in social
science programs to participate in the study; 21 dissertation chairs were subsequently
interviewed by the researchers. The sample included professors who had served at their
universities between three and 38 years and who volunteered to participate in interviews. The
interview questions were related to the methods the mentors used to help doctoral students
succeed, the skills mentors brought to the mentoring relationship, the methods for nurturing
mentoring relationships, and the ways mentors could assist dissertation students with their
writing and research skills. The interviews were transcribed, coded, and analyzed according to
common themes and the number of times respondents mentioned each theme. The first interview
question was “What is the most important thing effective mentors do to help doctoral students
succeed?” (Roberts et al., 2019, p.135 ). Participants’ responses to the question included
providing encouragement, providing emotional support, being the student’s champion, and
assisting students with time management. One mentor shared, “I am the student’s biggest
champion…I help them keep going and keep them focused on the pot of gold at the end of the
rainbow” (Roberts et al., 2019, p.141). A second interview question was “In what ways do
mentors support students in the writing process?” (Roberts et al., 2019, p. 142 ). Responses to
this question included reviewing students’ dissertation and chapter outlines, reviewing drafts of
written work, and providing information on APA style. The third interview question was “How
do mentors help students in research methods?” (Roberts et al., 2019, p.144 ). Responses to this
question included reminding students of the content in the research methods and program
evaluation courses. In addition, the faculty reported that they advised students to begin the
dissertation process by asking a question. The researchers concluded that mentors who were
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present and available for students throughout the dissertation journey were invaluable assets who
worked to ensure the successful completion of the dissertation.
Roberts (2020) examined the value and influence of trustworthiness that should exist
between students and their dissertation chairs. The author proposed that effective mentoring
could not occur without a strong level of trust between the mentor and mentee. In addition,
Roberts wanted to explore the long-term relationship between doctoral students and their
dissertation chairs. Roberts created a questionnaire and sent it to 180 doctoral dissertation
mentors at four universities. The final sample size was 50 respondents. In the second step of data
collection, the researcher sent a follow-up survey and asked the same 180 doctoral mentors from
the first step to collect information from one of their dissertation mentees. Roberts created two
instruments: the Mentor Integrity and Trustworthiness Scale to measure mentor and mentee
relationships and the Mentor’s Perception of Protégé’s Independence Scale to measure ways the
mentee transitioned from novice to an independent scholar. In addition, demographic survey
items addressed the number of years the faculty members had served as a dissertation mentor, the
number of years the mentors and protégés worked together, the number of students served by the
mentor, ways mentors perceived themselves as trustworthy, and the number of protégés who
completed the doctoral degree. The researcher assigned codes to match each mentor and protégé
to analyze the data. Demographic analyses revealed that the mean number of years as a
dissertation mentor was 6.26 years. The time span in which mentors worked with dissertation
students ranged from less than one year (18%) to more than 3 years (20%). The dissertation
chairs advised between 0-24 students. The mean number of students at the time of the survey
revealed that chairs advised six doctoral students simultaneously. The self-reported items related
to trustworthiness included the following: “I give my protégé good advice,” “My protégé can
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rely on me,” “My protégé trusts me,” and “I tend to hide my true thoughts and feelings from my
protégé” (Roberts, 2020, p. 41). Survey participants used a Likert scale (i.e., 1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = agree, and 6 = strongly
agree) to indicate their responses to the self-report items. The mean composite score on the
trustworthiness items was 5.59 and the median was 5.62. Roberts discussed the ideal mentormentee relationship as one in which high levels of trust develop over time and ultimately
influence a successful dissertation experience.
Mentoring Online Doctoral Students
Doctoral students in online or hybrid programs may not have the same levels of
accessibility to campus resources as local students, especially regarding face-to-face interactions
with faculty and doctoral peers. Although many students complete their doctoral studies and
dissertations online, research on remote mentoring relationships is limited. For example, Baker
(2015) conducted a literature review that spanned 14 years to determine effective strategies to
equip dissertation mentors to succeed in online environments. The results of the literature review
study led Baker (2015) to conclude that educational programs should follow the mission
statements of colleges and universities to “provide an excellent education that prepares students
for a global society” (p. 13). Baker also suggested that online students should be assigned
advisors who are focused on mentoring rather than focused on ensuring that academic
benchmarks and grade requirements are met. Analyses of the research studies in the literature
review revealed that most institutions offered no training of professional development for
doctoral faculty members beyond the training required by departmental requirements. Baker
recommended that training for online doctoral mentors should be emphasized early in a faculty
member’s career to prepare them for mentoring dissertation students. Finally, Baker also
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recommended that institutions of higher education develop evidence-based criteria to measure
successful mentor- mentee relationships.
Terry and Ghosh (2015) conducted a qualitative-narrative study of the relationships
between mentoring and degree completion in a hybrid Doctor of Education program that
included the disciplines of K-12 administration, K-12 instruction, higher education, educational
policy, human resource development, and sports administration. The primary research question
investigated whether multiple mentoring relationships supported overall success in a Doctor of
Education program. The mentoring relationships under study included academic, personal, and
professional relationships of both peers and faculty members. Specifically, Terry and Ghosh were
interested in discovering whether the presence of multiple mentors supported students’ career
goals, social learning and development, and positive mental health. The researchers conducted
interviews with 10 individuals: three EdD graduates; three EdD candidates who had completed
their coursework, comprehensive exams, and dissertation proposal defense; and four doctoral
students in different stages of the doctoral program. The 10 interviewees were from a large,
private urban university on the east coast of the United States. The in-depth, individual
interviews lasted 45 minutes, and the interview questions related to the numbers and types of
mentors (i.e., academic, social, career, and emotional support) and the ways mentors assisted
them throughout the various stages of the hybrid doctoral program. The doctoral students in the
study may have had more than one mentor throughout the doctoral program. Academic mentors
could be a dissertation chair, a professional colleague, or a professor in a research area of
interest. The researchers coded the interview data using three methods: open coding, axial
coding, and selective coding. Three themes emerged from the analyses related to multiple
mentoring relationships: accessibility of the mentors, perspectives of the mentors, and wide
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arrays of support (i.e., multiple individuals who provided mentoring support). The interviewees
reported the importance of mentor availability, exposure to individuals with diverse backgrounds
and levels of expertise, and support from a variety of individuals as the students worked to meet
their educational goals. The doctoral students reported that knowing they could contact more
than one mentor encouraged the students to keep moving forward in their hybrid program to
meet their academic goals. One participant shared, “He [the mentor] has positioned me in certain
ways and encouraged me to think like a researcher, to accept my position as a doctoral student,
and to manage my relationships with others” (Terry & Ghosh, 2015, p. 194). The authors
concluded that both programmatic and dissertation mentoring played important roles in reducing
the typical recidivism rates of doctoral students in online or hybrid program and improving the
university’s success and reputation. They stated,
Supporting a positive doctoral experience that reduces attrition includes providing
strategies on navigating the academic system and coursework, support from family who
may take care of home responsibilities for the student to successfully pursue their studies,
and encouragement that helps the student realize they belong in academic programs.
(Terry & Ghosh, 2015, p. 200)
Kumar and Johnson (2017) interviewed four doctoral faculty who mentored 12
dissertation students in online programs at a large public university in the United States. The
researchers asked six open-ended questions to determine the faculty members’ perceptions of the
dissertation process, best practices, challenges, and advice for online students; in addition, the
researchers asked the faculty members to describe the ways they learned to be a dissertation
mentor. Kumar and Johnson transcribed and coded the interviews to ascertain the faculty
members’ perceptions. The themes that emerged from the analyses of the faculty’s interview
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included common practices of the faculty members (i.e., sharing quality dissertations with
mentees, providing timely feedback on students’ work, and being flexible and available to the
students to address their problems and concerns). According to Kumar and Johnson (2017),
“despite the challenges of online communication, a doctoral mentoring relationship can be
successfully created between faculty members and doctoral students in an online environment”
(p. 219).
In a second study, Kumar and Johnson (2019) interviewed 10 faculty members in two
online doctoral programs at one university who had served as research mentors to doctoral
students at the beginning of the students’ second year of doctoral coursework through the
completion of the dissertation. The researchers transcribed, coded, and analyzed the faculty
interviews qualitatively to uncover themes that could help explain the process of online
mentoring compared to face-to-face mentoring. Online faculty members in the sample reported
that regular and careful structuring and delivery of both oral and written communications with
doctoral students were critical (e.g., emails, agendas, screencasts, video conferences with screen
sharing, and timelines). The faculty members further identified the importance of regularly
connecting with online doctoral students either through an online platform or phone calls. Kumar
and Johnson (2019) summarized the faculty’s challenges when mentoring online saying, “They
[mentors] seldom have a common research practice with their mentees, rarely or never meet their
mentees in person, deal with different time zones, and communicate through various
technologies where the tone or body language may be missing during communication” (p. 59).
The authors concluded that the faculty and students in online doctoral programs need high levels
of flexibility so that both the mentor and mentee can grow in their scholarly roles and that the
students and chairs must come to an agreement regarding ways to collaboratively move forward
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to complete the dissertation. However, challenges faced by online faculty are also apparent
among dissertation students and faculty in face-to-face programs and hybrid programs.
Bottomley et al. (2020 wrote a program analysis paper to describe the engagement factors
that had influenced doctoral students’ persistence in doctoral programs at one for-profit, online
university. All the coursework and dissertation processes were handled online at the university.
The authors reported that one of the institutional policies that influenced doctoral program
completion in the online program was the requirement of a time limit for doctoral faculty
members to return emails within 24 hours of their receipt. The authors further reported that
timeliness of feedback from a faculty member showed the doctoral student that faculty members
were accessible and that the mentors were serious about their commitment to timely, active
engagement with their students in an online environment. Another example of doctoral faculty
members’ availability was the priority of weekly discussions conducted either synchronously or
asynchronously. In addition, doctoral faculty were expected to respond to each student’s
discussion posts in the online courses by means of timely feedback, questions, or comments to
promote deep thinking about a topic, and to provide links to resources and research studies to
extend the students’ knowledge and skills. In addition, each course included the faculty
member’s biography and personal and professional activities to acquaint students with the
instructors. The administration at the university recommended that faculty members share their
personal and professional stories with students to create a collegial learning environment. The
doctoral faculty also created opportunities for alumni of the doctoral program to share with
currently enrolled students to provide encouragement and expertise, either in one-to-one
conversations or group sessions. The authors identified some of the alumni sessions’ topics: the
collaborative nature of the dissertation process, the reciprocal nature of the relationship with the
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dissertation chair, and the postgraduate opportunities for publishing research. Although
Bottomley et al. did not provide research evidence of the engagement strategies utilized at the
target university, they provided interesting ideas for future research to document the influence of
the faculty’s strategies on student attrition in fully online programs.
Mirick et al. (2020) asked each of their survey respondents to answer 14 questions about
the types of support that dissertation students need using items that required yes or no responses.
The most frequently mentioned positive (i.e., yes) responses to items related to students’ support
needs included job search information (n = 133), strategies for balancing school and work (n =
115), mental health concerns (n = 108), family decisions and planning (n = 59), professional
development (n = 135), and relationships with doctoral student peers (n = 87). Regarding mentor
training, one respondent stated, “We mentor like we were mentored” (Mirick et al., 2020, p.
161). However, 24 dissertation chairs reported they were more hands-on than their own
dissertation chairs. The social work faculty reported challenges and barriers to student success in
the open-ended survey questions: slow student progress (n = 36), poor communication between
dissertation chairs and doctoral students (n =15), and students who did not properly attend to the
dissertation chairs’ feedback (n = 32). The doctoral faculty mentors also reported the importance
of developing relational mentoring through a collaborative approach that benefited the students
and added to the dissertation chairs’ sense of accomplishment. One faculty participant shared,
“When the learning becomes two-way, I teach but I also learn from the student. I know that it has
been successful and we are on our way to becoming colleagues” (Mirick et al., 2020, p.163).
Burrington et al. (2020) conducted a qualitative study of dissertation chairs to determine
the ways they provided feedback to students in an online doctoral program. The researchers used
non-random sampling to interview six females and five males who served as dissertation chairs
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in an online doctoral program. Each of the faculty members had a minimum of one year of
experience as a dissertation chair. Burrington et al. coded and analyzed the semi-structured
interviews to determine the frequency and methods of communication between the dissertation
chair and the doctoral student. The results of the analyses revealed that the dissertation chairs
communicated with students through online chat rooms, Zoom, and other web-based meeting
spaces. Overall, the chairs reported the frequency of feedback as a minimum of one time a week
to a maximum of five times a week with the most common response one time per week,
depending on students’ needs. The authors concluded that feedback should be specific to each
student’s needs and that success was based on a strong partnership between the mentor and the
student as well as the flexibility of both parties. The authors wrote, “The study belongs to the
student. It is their topic, their dream, and their mission to advance” (Burrington et al., 2020, p.7).
In a good partnership, the mentor and student work together to achieve the mission with
excellence.
In a journal article, Elmore (2021) discussed the isolation that a doctoral student may
experience when enrolled in an online or hybrid program. According to Elmore, dissertation
advisors may need to be proactive in connecting with their advisees to ensure that students feel
connected to campus resources, especially during the dissertation phase. The author also
discussed the importance of shared communication expectations between the dissertation advisor
and the doctoral student. Finally, Elmore discussed the usefulness of establishing dissertation
milestones to cultivate reciprocal information-sharing strategies that can positively influence
doctoral students.
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Summary
Dissertation mentors can function as the MKO to dissertation students to guide and
scaffold student learning actively during the dissertation process, whether in a face-to-face,
online, or hybrid program. The literature review in this chapter provides abundant evidence of
the critical importance of the role of the dissertation chair to advance students to the successful
completion of a doctoral program. The following factors have been shown to promote doctoral
student success: timely feedback and encouragement from the dissertation chair (Kumar &
Johnson, 2017 and a timeline for work to be submitted (Kumar & Johnson, 2019). In addition,
the determination of students’ readiness for conducting research as well as faculty coaching and
mentoring of skills help apprentice researchers gain the tools, competence, and confidence
needed to persevere through the demanding tasks of the dissertation (Turner & Crane, 2016).
Positive relationships between dissertation chairs and doctoral students are related to the
completion of the dissertation process (Flora, 2017; Mirick et al., 2020). However, a gap in
faculty mentors’ formalized training in chairing a dissertation and the role of the dissertation
chair exists (Mirick et al., 2020). Evidence exists that establishing a long-term mentor
relationship at the beginning of the doctoral program and continuing through the dissertation
defense is helpful to increase retention of doctoral students (Roberts, 2020). In addition,
authenticity and trust in long-term mentor-mentee relationships influence the doctoral student’s
ability to successfully graduate with a terminal degree (Brill et al., 2014; Roberts, 2020). Clear
evidence suggests that weekly meetings help both the dissertation chair and student to monitor
progress, address questions, and move forward through personal and academic challenges. In the
case of the dissertation mentor, weekly meetings also hold students accountable for sufficient
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progress and enable the mentor to provide resources and strategies to address any specific needs
of students that could hinder achievement (Flora, 2017).
Chapter 2 presented the theory base upon which the current study was grounded and a
review of literature on mentoring doctoral students in face-to-face, online, and hybrid programs.
The methods utilized to conduct the current study are described in Chapter 3.
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III. METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this research study was to examine doctoral graduates’ perceptions of
mentoring by their dissertation chairs. The research questions addressed in this study were
1. How do doctoral graduates rate their satisfaction with the mentoring by their
dissertation chairs?
2. Are there any differences between doctoral graduates’ ratings of overall satisfaction
with their chairs’ mentoring based on the program delivery method (i.e., fully inperson, fully online, or hybrid)?
The study’s research design was non-experimental and used survey methods. This chapter
describes the research methods used to collect, analyze, and interpret the survey responses of 133
doctoral graduates.
Participants
The population of this study included all individuals in the United States who completed
the dissertation process and graduated with a doctoral degree in a variety of disciplines. The
sample was solicited by means of email, social media, and word of mouth. The sample consisted
of a non-random sample of 133 volunteers who completed an anonymous, online survey created
by the researcher and validated by the dissertation committee (Appendix A). Two criteria were
required for respondents to be included in the data analyses: the respondent must have earned a
terminal degree, and the doctoral program must have required completion of a dissertation.
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Instrumentation
The survey instrument was designed by the researcher after a comprehensive review of
the literature on doctoral students’ perceptions of their dissertation chairs’ mentoring throughout
the dissertation process. The survey included items related to respondents’ demographic
information, an overall evaluation of the doctoral program, respondents’ perceptions of their
dissertation chairs’ helpfulness during specific phases of the dissertation process, and graduates’
perceptions of their chairs’ use of best practices in mentoring. Both Likert-scale items and openended items were included in the survey instrument. The survey was administered online using a
web-based survey tool.
Reliability
According to Gay et al. (2012), reliability is a measure of the consistency of test items as
they interact as a whole. The internal reliability (consistency) of participants’ responses to the
survey items was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha (α).
Validity
According to Gay et al. (2012), validity refers to how effectively a test measures what it
is designed to measure. As mentioned previously, the researcher conducted a thorough review of
literature on important factors leading to doctoral students’ satisfaction with the helpfulness,
mentorship, and best practices of dissertation chairs and committee members. The literature
review served to guide the development of the research instrument and establish construct
validity.
The survey went through a series of iterations to refine the items, the Likert scales, and
the open-ended items. Each iteration was critically reviewed by the dissertation chair; semi-final
iterations were reviewed by the committee’s methodologist and the third reader, who was
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external to the researcher’s university. Each committee member held terminal degrees and was
an experienced researcher and dissertation committee member. The committee members gave
important feedback on the survey instrument to improve its quality, feasibility, and userfriendliness.
The researcher conducted a small pilot study of the survey before inviting the general
population of doctoral graduates to participate. The pilot study participants (n = 5) took the
survey online and made final suggestions to guide revisions before the survey was posted online.
The pilot study participants commented on individual items, the appropriateness of the items,
and the items’ ability to effectively measure the constructs under study. The comments were
analyzed and used by the researcher to revise the final draft of the instrument. After a final
review, the dissertation committee determined the survey instrument had content validity.
Procedures for Collecting Data
After receiving approval by the Institutional Review Board at Southeastern University,
the researcher shared the survey link via email and social media platforms such as LinkedIn,
Facebook, and Twitter. The researcher also shared the survey invitation and link with higher
education colleagues and the researcher’s master’s program alumni Facebook page, and through
word of mouth. Data were gathered from November 9, 2020, to January 25, 2021. The survey
was then closed, and data analysis began.
Analyses
The online survey platform enabled the researcher to export each participant’s responses
to all items, including the open-ended items, to an Excel spreadsheet. The researcher carefully
examined the spreadsheet to ensure the integrity of the data. One individual’s responses were
removed from the dataset because he or she had not completed the dissertation. The resulting
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sample was 133 subjects. The spreadsheet data were exported to SPSS and used in all subsequent
analyses.
Preliminary Analyses
Examination of the spreadsheet revealed that the level of missing data in the dataset was
minimal; therefore, Little’s MCAR (missing completely at random) was not conducted.
Cronbach’s alpha was conducted to determine the internal consistency (reliability) of overall
participant responses to the survey items that were not open-ended. The responses to items
related to the subjects’ demographic information and the overall evaluation of the doctoral
program were analyzed using descriptive statistics and reported as frequencies, ranges,
percentages, means, and standard deviations.
Analyses by Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Question 1
How do doctoral graduates rate the mentoring by their dissertation chairs?
Descriptive statistics were used to determine frequencies, measures of typicality (mean
scores), variability (minimum/maximum, standard deviations), standard errors of the mean, and
data normality (skew and kurtosis) for the items related to (a) helpfulness of the dissertation
chair during the different phases of the dissertation process and (b) the chair’s use of best
practices in mentoring dissertation students.
Research Question 2
Are there any differences between doctoral graduates’ ratings of overall satisfaction with
their chairs’ mentoring based on the program delivery method (i.e., fully in-person, fully online,
or hybrid)?
H01: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
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ratings of their chair’s helpfulness based on the program delivery type (i.e., fully in-person, fully
online, or hybrid).
H02: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
ratings of their chair’s use of best practices in mentoring based on the program delivery type (i.e.,
fully in-person, fully online, or hybrid).
To address Research Question 2 and the hypotheses, descriptive statistics were used to
compute the means, standard deviations, frequencies, skew, and kurtosis of the participants’
responses to the survey items related to (a) the chair’s helpfulness during the different phases of
the dissertation process and (b) the chair’s use of best practices in mentoring during the
dissertation process. The mean composite scores for the helpfulness and best practices items
were computed. The researcher disaggregated the respondents’ data based on program delivery
type.
To address the two null hypotheses of Research Question 2, two 1x3 ANOVA tests were
conducted to compare the mean composite scores of graduates of the three types of doctoral
programs on the composite ratings of (a) the chair’s helpfulness during the different phases of the
dissertation process and (b) the chair’s use of best practices of mentoring dissertation students.
The significance value was established at .05. Cohen’s d was used to determine effect size of the
comparison.
Qualitative Analyses
The researcher examined each response to the open-ended questions and coded them
using the qualitative analysis procedures recommended by Creswell and Poth (2018). The
responses to the open-ended items were analyzed for common themes. After the initial analysis,
the researcher grouped responses into more specific categories. Finally, the categories were

40

compared to themes found in current literature and to the theory base of the current research
study.
Summary
Data from the 137 doctoral graduates who responded to the survey were compiled and
examined for completeness by the researcher. Each graduate’s response to each item was
carefully examined before preparing the dataset for export to SPSS. Minimal levels of missing
data were observed. Preliminary analyses included Cronbach’s alpha to determine the survey’s
overall reliability on the Likert-scale items. The dissertation committee determined that the
survey had content validity.
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the survey responses to the demographic items
and to address Research Question 1. Frequencies, means, and standard deviations were computed
to describe each of the different elements of the Likert-scale items related to (a) the chair’s
helpfulness during different phases of the dissertation process and (b) the items related to the
chair’s use of best practices of mentoring during the dissertation process.
Composite scores of helpfulness and best practices were computed by averaging the
individual elements and inferential analyses were used to address Research Question 2 and the
two hypotheses. Two separate 1 x 3 ANOVA tests were conducted to compare graduates’
composite ratings of their chair’s helpfulness and use of best practices based on three program
delivery types (i.e., totally in-person, totally online, and hybrid). The level of significance was
established at .05. Finally, effect sizes were computed using Cohen’s d.
The open-ended items were coded according to the qualitative procedures recommended
by Creswell and Poth (2018). The results of all the analyses are presented in Chapter 4.
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IV. RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to examine doctoral graduates’ perceptions of mentoring
by their dissertation chairs. The current researcher developed a survey (Appendix A) in
collaboration with her dissertation committee after a review of relevant literature on mentoring,
program evaluations of doctoral programs, and mentorship during the dissertation phase. The
survey consisted of items designed to gather demographic information, doctoral graduates’
satisfaction with mentoring by their dissertation chairs during different phases of the dissertation
process, the overall mentoring provided by dissertation chairs, and open-ended items. A nonrandom sample of doctoral graduates was solicited by email, social media, and word of mouth to
complete the survey.
The researcher conducted a comprehensive screening of the dataset prior to conducting
preliminary analyses. The screening was designed to eliminate respondents who did not earn a
doctorate and to ascertain the level of missing data, to examine the overall reliability of survey
items, and to describe the demographic composition of the research sample.
Response Rate
The population of this study included all graduates of doctoral programs in the United
States. Considering that snowball sampling was utilized to gather survey participants, the number
of potential respondents was unknown; 137 doctoral graduates responded to the survey.
Responses from this sample were used in all subsequent analyses.
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Missing Data
The researcher cleaned and compiled the responses to the survey data; one participant’s
responses were eliminated from the dataset because he or she did not complete a doctorate,
leaving a sample size of 133 responses to the survey.
Internal Consistency
Cronbach’s alpha was computed to determine the internal consistency of the survey
responses among this sample of doctoral graduates. The internal consistency of items related to
graduates’ perceptions of their helpfulness during specific phases of the dissertation process was
excellent (α = 0.92). The results of the analysis are presented in Table 1.
Table 1
Internal Consistency of Doctoral Graduates’ Satisfaction with Mentoring: Dissertation Process
Scale
Satisfaction with
Mentoring:
Dissertation Process

No. of Items

α

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

14

0.92

0.90

0.93

The second measure of mentoring by dissertation chairs addressed best practices from the
literature on mentoring dissertation students. Fourteen indicators of best practice in mentoring
were included in Survey Item 9 (Appendix A). The internal consistency of items related to the
survey respondents’ perceptions of their chairs’ use of best practices in mentoring was excellent
(α = 0.95). The result of the analysis is presented in Table 2.
Demographic Results
Descriptive statistics were utilized to compile, analyze, and report the responses to
demographic survey items. The results of the demographic analyses are presented in Tables 3 and
4.
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Table 2
Internal Consistency of Doctoral Graduates’ Satisfaction with Mentoring: Best Practices
Scale
Best Practices of
Mentoring

No. of Items

α

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

16

0.95

0.94

0.96

Table 3
Results of Demographic Survey Items From Doctoral Graduates
Variables

n

%

Cumulative %

Public

74

55

55

Private

12

9

65

Private Faith-Based

39

29

94

Non-Profit

8

6

100

Missing

0

0

100

Male

35

26

26

Female

96

72

98

Other

1

0

99

Missing

1

1

100

111

84

84

Hispanic

6

5

88

African American

7

5

93

Native American

1

1

94

Asian/Pacific Islander

3

2

96

Other

2

2

98

Missing

3

2

100

Institution

Gender

Ethnicity
Caucasian
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Table 4
Doctoral Graduates’ Program Demographics
Program

n

%

Cumulative %

PhD

82

65

65

EdD

38

29

90

DMin

3

2

92

DMusic

1

1

93

PsyD

2

2

95

Other

6

5

100

The results of the demographic analyses revealed that most survey respondents in the
sample attended a public institution during their doctoral program (n = 74; 55%). Most
respondents were female (n = 96; 72%) and Caucasian (n = 111; 84%). Additionally, most
graduates matriculated from PhD programs (n = 82; 65%).
Descriptive Results
Descriptive statistics were used to determine frequencies, measures of central tendency
(i.e., mean scores), variability (i.e., minimum/maximum and standard deviations), standard errors
of the mean, and data normality (i.e., skew and kurtosis). The results of the descriptive analyses
are presented in Table 5.
Doctoral graduates in this sample also indicated their overall perceptions of their doctoral
programs on four programmatic indicators: (a) academic advising and guidance, (b) quality of
graduate-level instruction, (c) faculty members’ efforts to promote the students’ professional
development, and (d) professionalism of program faculty. The Likert scale used to rate these
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items ranged from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). The results of the descriptive
analyses are presented in Table 6.
Table 5
Descriptive Statistics Related to Graduates’ Doctoral Programs
Variable

M

SD

n

SEM

Min

Max

Skew

Kurtosis

Age entering
doctoral
program

40.15

10.48

130

0.92

26.00

70.0

0.59

-0.60

Years
Coursework

3.21

1.62

130

0.14

0.00a

10.0

2.00

5.18

Years to
Defense After
Coursework

2.29

1.90

132

0.17

0.00a

12.0

2.02

5.51

Number of
Chairs

1.39

0.79

132

0.07

1.00

5.0

2.55

7.11

Note. Min = minimum value; Max = maximum value.
a

Respondents participated in doctoral programs with embedded dissertations. The culminating

course in their programs was the dissertation defense.
The survey respondents reported the different ways their dissertation chairs
communicated with the graduates during the development of the dissertation. Table 7 depicts the
graduates’ responses to the item referring to the most effective way their dissertation chairs
communicated with and mentored them. Among this sample of doctoral graduates, the most
effective method of communicating with dissertation chairs was face to face meetings.
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Table 6
Doctoral Graduates’ Overall Perceptions of Their Doctoral Program
Variable

M

SD

n

SEM

Min

Max

Skew

Kurtosis

Academic Advising & Guidance

3.90 1.13 133

0.10 1.00

5.00

-0.80

-0.39

Quality of Instruction

4.21 0.85 131

0.07 2.00

5.00

-1.17

1.06

Faculty Professionalism

4.17 1.03 133

0.09 1.00

5.00

-1.24

0.88

Promoting Student Development

3.90 1.16 133

0.10 1.00

5.00

-0.86

-0.16

Overall

3.29 0.84 131

0.07 0.50

4.25

-1.08

0.74

Note. Min = minimum value; Max = maximum value.
Table 7
Doctoral Graduates’ Perceptions of the Most Effective Communication Method During the
Dissertation Process
Communication Method
Email
Phone Calls
Virtual Meetings
Face to Face Meetings

M
3.54
3.79
3.96
3.70

SD
0.92
0.69
1.01
0.81

n
25
14
16
67

Results of Analyses of Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Question 1
How do doctoral graduates rate the mentoring by their dissertation chairs?
Doctoral graduates’ satisfaction with the mentoring provided by their dissertation chairs
was measured in two dimensions: mentoring related specifically to 14 different phases of the

47

dissertation process and 16 indicators of best practices of mentoring doctoral students from the
literature.
Helpfulness During Dissertation Phases
Dissertation chairs’ mentoring during the dissertation phase was measured using a Likert
scale ranging from 1 (not helpful) to 4 (very helpful). The results of the analyses are depicted in
Table 8.
In general, the doctoral graduates in this sample viewed their chairs as helpful or very
helpful during the various phases of the dissertation’s development. The participants’ responses
were most favorable on items related to the development of research questions, preparation of
the proposal defense, and the final dissertation defense. The lowest mean score in this sample
related to the area of statistical support by chairs during the dissertation process.
In addition to descriptive statistics, a one-sample t-test was computed to determine
doctoral graduates’ perceptions of their doctoral chairs’ helpfulness during specific phases of the
dissertation process. The researcher compared the mean composite score of the helpfulness
ratings to a mean composite rating of 2.5, which is the midpoint or neutral point on a 4-point
Likert scale and represents the division between not helpful/somewhat helpful and helpful/very
helpful. The magnitude of the effect was also computed using Cohen’s d. Table 9 provides a
summary of the comparison results.
The result of the t-test comparison yielded significant differences (p = < .001), indicating
that doctoral graduates viewed their chairs’ helpfulness during the dissertation phases as helpful
or very helpful versus not helpful or somewhat helpful. The effect size was considered medium.
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Table 8
Graduates’ Perceptions of Their Dissertation Chair’s Helpfulness: Dissertation Process
Dissertation Process

M

SD

n

SEM

Skew

Kurtosis

Topic Selection

3.02

0.99

119

0.09

-0.66

-0.66

Proposal Prep

3.08

0.97

132

0.08

-0.61

-0.83

Proposal Prep: Oral Defense

2.91

1.07

126

0.09

-0.46

-1.10

Review of Literature

2.91

1.01

130

0.09

-0.45

-0.94

Scholarly Writing

3.02

1.06

129

0.09

-0.58

-1.03

Research Questions

3.19

0.95

128

0.08

-0.83

-0.45

Research Methods

2.95

1.08

128

0.10

-0.55

-1.04

Data Collection

2.60

1.09

121

0.10

-0.19

-1.25

Data Analysis

2.62

1.10

121

0.10

-0.18

-1.29

Statistical Support

2.54

1.18

90

0.12

-0.05

-1.48

Dissertation Conclusions

3.02

1.02

127

0.09

-0.67

-0.72

Dissertation Writing

2.90

1.06

131

0.09

-0.39

-1.18

Final Defense

3.19

1.00

127

0.09

-0.91

-0.41

Publication/Presentation

2.87

1.13

112

0.11

-0.52

-1.15

Results
Overall Composite

2.92

0.81

133

0.07

-0.50

-0.72

Note. Scale: 1 = not helpful; 2 = somewhat helpful; 3 = helpful; 4 = very helpful.
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Table 9
Comparison of Doctoral Graduates’ Mean Composite Rating of Helpfulness During the
Dissertation Phases and the Mean Composite Rating of 2.5 on a 4-point Likert Scale
Variable
Helpfulness During the
Dissertation Process

M

SD

μ

t

p

d

2.92

0.81

2.5

6.06

< .001

0.53

Note. n = 132; degrees of freedom for the t-statistic = 129. 1= not helpful; 2 = somewhat helpful;
3 = helpful; 4 = very helpful.
Best Practices in Mentoring
Doctoral graduates’ perceptions of their chairs’ use of best practices of mentoring were
composed of 16 indicators from the literature on best practices of effective dissertation chairs.
The 16 descriptors were measured using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree). The results of the analyses are displayed in Table 10.
Overall, the sample of doctoral graduates agreed that their dissertation chairs effectively
used best practices while mentoring the dissertation students, especially in the areas of working
together with the committee and providing constructive criticism, support, and encouragement.
In addition, the respondents agreed their chairs were easy to approach; more than 80% of the
sample agreed their dissertation chairs cared about them as a person. In the study, 65 survey
respondents (49%) indicated their dissertation chair became a life mentor to them. One
respondent shared, “She changed me. I used all that she taught me in all aspects of life.”
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Table 10
Doctoral Graduates’ Ratings of Their Chairs’ Use of Best Practices in Mentoring
Use of Best Practices

M

SD

n

Was an experienced mentor to doctoral students

4.05

1.28

133

Worked well with my committee

4.47

0.87

133

Was willing to spend the time necessary to advise me on my
research

4.14

1.16

132

Discussed my research with me on a regular basis

3.82

1.30

133

Was easy to approach

4.25

1.11

132

Was available for informal consultation

4.17

1.14

133

Was interested in my goals and work

4.23

1.09

133

Gave constructive criticism on my work

4.35

1.02

133

Encouraged and supported my research ideas

4.30

0.94

132

Returned my work promptly

3.95

1.30

133

Gave me valuable advice related to the dissertation process

4.02

1.21

132

Shared time management/ dissertation process

3.62

1.26

132

Encouraged me to persist

4.16

1.12

132

Cared about me as a person

4.29

1.16

132

Was supportive in my search for professional development

3.86

1.32

131

Was knowledgeable about completion requirements

4.18

1.17

131

Note. Scale: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree.
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In addition to descriptive analyses, a one-sample t-test was computed to determine
doctoral graduates’ ratings of doctoral chairs’ use of best practices in mentoring. The researcher
compared the mean composite rating of the graduates’ perceptions of their chairs’ use of best
practices in mentoring to a mean composite rating of 3.0, which is the midpoint or neutral point
on a 5-point Likert scale and represents the division between strongly disagree/disagree and
agree/strongly agree. The magnitude of the effect was also computed using Cohen’s d. Table 11
displays the results of the analysis.
Table 11
Comparison of Doctoral Graduates’ Mean Composite Rating of Use of Chairs’ Best Practices in
Mentoring and a Mean Composite Rating of 3.0 on a 5-Point Likert Scale
Variable
Best Practices Composite Rating

M

SD

μ

t

p

d

4.12

0.87

3

14.31

< .001

1.30

Note. n = 131; degrees of freedom for the t-statistic = 129. 1= strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3
= neutral; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree.
The t-test comparison revealed significant differences (p < .001), indicating that the
ratings of the sample of doctoral graduates who agreed or strongly agreed that their chairs used
best practices in mentoring were significantly different from the ratings of the group of doctoral
graduates who disagreed or strongly disagreed that their chairs used best practices in mentoring.
The effect size was considered large.
Research Question 2
Are there any differences between doctoral graduates’ ratings of overall satisfaction with
their chairs’ mentoring based on the program delivery method (i.e., fully in-person, fully online,
or hybrid)?

52

H01: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
rating of their chair’s helpfulness based on the program delivery type (i.e., fully in-person, fully
online, or hybrid).
H02: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
rating of their chair’s use of best practices in mentoring based on the program delivery type (i.e.,
fully in-person, fully online, or hybrid).
Graduates’ Ratings of Chairs’ Helpfulness by Program Delivery Type
To address Research Question 2 and Hypothesis 1, the researcher first disaggregated the
data of graduates from different program delivery types and computed the graduates’ mean
composite ratings of helpfulness during the different phases of the dissertation process. The
frequencies, mean scores, and standard deviations are presented in Table 12.
Table 12
Doctoral Graduates’ Composite Ratings of Chairs’ Helpfulness During Dissertation Phases by
Program Delivery Type
Program Delivery Type

M

SD

n

Fully In-Person

2.79

0.81

73

Fully Online

3.17

0.72

22

Hybrid

3.04

0.81

38

Note. Scale: 1 = not helpful; 2 = somewhat helpful; 3 = helpful; 4 = very helpful
The group of fully online graduates in this sample was small (n = 22) compared to the
fully in-person sample (n = 73). A one-way ANOVA (1 x 3 ANOVA) was conducted to determine
whether there were significant differences between doctoral graduates’ mean composite rating of
their chairs’ helpfulness during the dissertation phase based on program delivery type. The
independent variables in this analysis were the three program delivery types, and the dependent
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variables were the graduates’ mean composite ratings of chairs’ helpfulness during the
dissertation process. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 13.
Table 13
Comparison of Doctoral Graduates’ Ratings of Chairs’ Helpfulness During the Different Phases
of the Dissertation Process by Program Delivery
Model
Program Delivery
Residuals

SS

df

F

p

3.23

2

2.54

.08

82.53

130

2

ηp

0.04

The result of the ANOVA was not significant, F(2, 127) = 2.54, p = .08, but approached
significance. The eta squared was 0.04, indicating that program delivery type explained
approximately 4% of the variance in the dependent variable. Null Hypothesis 1 was accepted.
Graduates’ Ratings of Chairs’ Use of Best Practices by Program Delivery Type
To address Research Question 2 and Hypothesis 2, the researcher first disaggregated the
survey responses from different program delivery types and computed the graduates’ mean
composite ratings of the chairs’ use of best practices in mentoring. The frequencies, mean scores,
and standard deviations are presented in Table 14.
Table 14
Doctoral Graduates Mean Satisfaction Ratings of Chairs’ Best Practices by Program Delivery
Type
Program Delivery Type

M

SD

n

Fully In-Person

3.99

0.90

66

Fully Online

4.23

0.74

20

Hybrid

4.30

0.85

36
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A one-way ANOVA (1 x 3 ANOVA) was conducted to determine whether there were
significant differences between graduates’ overall perceptions of their chairs’ use of best
practices in mentoring by program delivery format. The independent variables were the three
program delivery types, and the dependent variables were the mean composite scores on the
graduates’ rating of the chairs’ use of best practices in mentoring. The result of the ANOVA is
presented in Table 15.
Table 15
Doctoral Graduates’ Composite Ratings of Chairs’ Use of Best Practices of Mentoring by
Program Delivery Type
Model
Program Delivery
Residuals

SS

df

F

p

2.50

2

1.69

.19

88.22

119

2

ηp

0.03

The result of the ANOVA was not significant, F(2, 119) = 1.69, p = .19, indicating there
were no significant differences between the graduates’ ratings of their chairs’ use of best
practices in mentoring based on the type of program delivery. The eta squared was 0.03,
indicating that program delivery format explained 3% of the variance in the dependent variable
of graduates’ perceptions of their chairs’ use of best practices in mentoring. Null Hypothesis 2
was accepted.
Qualitative Results
The survey included open-ended items designed to probe further into the doctoral
graduates' perceptions of their programs and mentoring by their dissertation chairs. The
researcher reviewed the open-ended item responses qualitatively to explore common themes and
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trends. The following recommendations emerged from the qualitative analysis related to doctoral
graduates’ advice to dissertation chairs: (a) encourage and support the student, (b) work well with
the other dissertation committee members, (c) show compassion toward the student, and (d) have
a shared topic of interest with the student. Emphasizing the importance of a shared topic of
interest, a participant advised chairs to “be very clear what field of study you are interested to
support.” Regarding encouragement, one student reflected, “My chair’s constant encouragement
really helped me to stay on course.” On the topic of dissertation committee cohesion, a
participant suggested, “Make sure that the entire team gets along well.” One respondent shared
that dissertation chairs should “be more compassionate and tolerant to students’ needs and
shortcomings.”
Another open-ended survey item asked doctoral graduates to share their advice for
current doctoral students. The recommendations that emerged included (a) stay in constant
communication with the dissertation chair and the committee members, (b) trust the guidance of
the dissertation chair, (c) set a timeline for writing, (d) carefully select a dissertation chair and
committee members, and (e) do not be afraid to ask questions. Constant communication was
emphasized in a graduate’s response to the item. The student wrote, “Stay in constant
communication with your chair about your progress and feeling [about] of the entire process.” In
reference to trusting the chair’s guidance, a participant remarked, “Develop your connection with
your chair and trust their guidance.” Several graduates reported the importance of timelines and
benchmarks. One participant suggested, “Break down the task of a dissertation into more
manageable pieces (break down each chapter) and set due dates for yourself. Work out this
timeline with your chair.” When choosing a chair, another participant suggested, “Make sure you
choose someone who would advocate for you in the process.” With regard to asking questions,
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one participant noted, “Be proactive and ask questions frequently.”
When asked an open-ended item about anything graduates would have changed during
the dissertation process, respondents shared they would have selected a new or different
dissertation chair, focused more on a timeline for completion, asked for more information on
publishing research, and established more meetings with their dissertation chairs. In retrospect,
one participant reported, “I would have chosen a different mentor who published more and was
better organized.” Emphasizing the importance of a timeline, another participant explained, “I
would be more assertive in my completion timeline.” On the subject of publishing research, a
participant expressed, “I would have desired more information on publishing my research.”
When discussing meeting frequency, a participant explained, “I would have more regular
meetings with my advisor and be more clear with him what I want as a career.”
Summary of Results
The non-experimental study used survey methods to determine doctoral graduates’
perceptions of the mentoring provided by their dissertation chairs. Two domains of mentoring
were explored: perceptions of chairs’ helpfulness during 14 phases of the dissertation process and
perceptions of the chairs’ use of best practices derived from the literature in mentoring
dissertation students. The researcher used non-random, snowball sampling methods to obtain a
sample of 133 doctoral graduates who responded to a survey developed by the researcher in
collaboration with her dissertation committee. The majority of the respondents attended a public
institution (56%), were female (72%), were Caucasian (83%), and earned a PhD (65%) in a
variety of disciplines. The mean age at graduation was 40.
When asked to rate their overall satisfaction with their doctoral program as a whole,
approximately equal percentages or respondents were very satisfied (38%) or satisfied (34%)
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with the academic advising and guidance they had received. The respondents also indicated they
were very satisfied (49%) or satisfied (31%) with the professionalism of the program faculty. In
addition, respondents were very satisfied (41%) or satisfied (47%) with the overall quality of
graduate-level instruction. The results provided a contextual background for the study of
mentoring by the dissertation chairs.
Overall, doctoral graduates in the sample indicated that their chairs were helpful or very
helpful during specific phases of the dissertation process and agreed or strongly agreed that their
chairs effectively used best practices of mentoring dissertation students. According to one survey
participant, “My entire doctoral experience was outstanding due to the support and guidance of
my chair and methodologist.” Survey participants reported that dissertation chairs were very
helpful (n = 58; 44%) or helpful (n = 35; 26%) when preparing the dissertation proposal. The
respondents also found their dissertation chair to be very helpful (n = 66; 50%) or helpful (n =
30; 23%) in helping them prepare for the final dissertation defense.
Most survey respondents (n = 73; 53%) felt that fully in-person (i.e., face-to-face)
meetings were the most effective way to communicate with their dissertation chairs as opposed
to phone calls, email, and virtual meetings. No significant differences between doctoral
graduates’ ratings of chairs’ helpfulness during the dissertation phase or use of best practices in
mentoring were evident based on program delivery type (i.e., fully in-person, fully online, or
hybrid).
The responses to the survey’s open-ended items regarding doctoral graduates’ advice to
dissertation chairs emphasized the need for encouragement, support, compassion, and committee
cohesion. The graduates’ responses to an open-ended item that asked for advice to other doctoral
students highlighted the importance of consistent communication with the chair, careful selection
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of the chair with the research topic clearly in mind, trust in the chair, and the need for schedules,
goals, and deadlines during the dissertation process. A comprehensive discussion of the results of
the study is in Chapter 5.
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V. DISCUSSION

The purpose of this research study was to examine doctoral graduates’ perceptions of
mentoring by their dissertation chairs. In this study, the dissertation chair was described as an
academic mentor. The research questions addressed in this study were (a) How do doctoral
graduates rate their satisfaction of mentoring by their dissertation chairs? and (b) Are there any
differences between doctoral graduates’ ratings of overall satisfaction with their chairs’
mentoring based on the program delivery method (i.e., fully in-person, fully online, or hybrid)?
This chapter presents an overview of the theory base that guided the study, research methods
used to address the research questions and hypotheses, the results, the implications of the results,
and recommendations for future research.
The theoretical framework that undergirded this study was derived from Vygotsky’s
(1962, 1978, 1987) work. Vygotsky’s research on the ZPD, the MKO, and scaffolding by the
MKO were all critical features used to describe the relationships between doctoral mentors and
students during complex scholarly work. According to Vygotsky, the ZPD describes the cognitive
space or area between which individuals can accomplish a task with the help of an MKO and the
space or area in which individuals can accomplish a task independently. In the case of doctoral
students, the dissertation chair serves as the MKO to guide and mentor students through the
successful completion of scholarly research and writing. Scaffolding refers to the strategies and
supports that MKOs used to enable students to move from their current ZPD to the next higher
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ZPD as a research scholar. Although Vygotsky’s work was focused primarily on children’s
cognitive development, his theories align well with the roles of dissertation mentors and their
students as they work together to successfully complete and defend the student’s dissertation.
Review of Methodology
The current study was non-experimental, descriptive research using survey methods to
determine doctoral graduates’ perceptions of the mentoring provided by their chairs during the
dissertation process. The researcher developed a survey (Appendix A) in collaboration with her
dissertation committee after a review of relevant literature on mentoring, program evaluations of
doctoral programs, and mentorship during the dissertation phase. The survey items included
items related to demographic information, overall satisfaction with the quality of the doctoral
program, the chair’s helpfulness during the different phases of the dissertation, and the chair’s
use of best practices in mentoring dissertation students. In addition, open-ended items were
included to solicit advice for dissertation chairs and students.
After receiving approval by the Southeastern University’s Institutional Review Board, the
researcher used email, social media, and snowball sampling methods to solicit responses from
doctoral graduates who had earned a terminal degree and completed a dissertation. An online
survey tool was used to collect the survey responses. The researcher compiled the data from the
online survey and deleted the data from the one respondent who had not completed a
dissertation. The final research sample comprised 133 respondents with complete data.
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the demographic and Likert-scale items. Inferential
statistics were used to test the research hypotheses. The researcher coded open-ended responses
to identify common themes.
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Summary of Results
The results of the analyses revealed that the research sample was primarily female (72%),
Caucasian (83%), and PhD earners (62%). Fifty-six percent of respondents attended a public
institution, and 55% of respondents attended a doctoral program that had been delivered totally
in-person. The mean age of the survey respondents when entering the doctoral program was
40.15 years. The average time required to complete the doctoral coursework was 3.21 years. The
average number of years to complete the dissertation after completing coursework was 2.29
years. Forty-nine percent of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with their overall
doctoral program experience, 49% of survey participants were very satisfied with the
professionalism of program faculty, and 41% of participants were very satisfied with the overall
quality of graduate-level instruction in their programs.
Results by Research Question
Research Question 1 asked, “How do doctoral graduates rate their satisfaction of
mentoring by their dissertation chairs?” The question was measured in two dimensions:
mentoring related specifically to phases of the dissertation process (e.g., topic selection) and the
chair’s use of best practices of mentoring doctoral students according to the literature. The Likert
scale used to measure the chair’s helpfulness during the 14 phases of the dissertation process
ranged from 1 (not helpful) to 4 (very helpful). The graduates’ perceptions of their chairs’ use of
best practices of mentoring were measured using 16 descriptors from the literature on best
practices of effective dissertation chairs using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The graduates’ ratings of their chair’s helpfulness during the different phases of the
dissertation ranged from 2.95 on the measure of statistical support to 3.19 on the measure of
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preparation for the final defense. The mean composite score of their chair’s helpfulness was 2.92
on a 4-point scale, indicating a high degree of satisfaction with the helpfulness of dissertation
chairs in this sample.
The ratings of the chair’s use of best practices in mentoring ranged from 3.62 on the
indicator of shared time management of the dissertation process to 4.47 on the indicator of works
well with my committee. The mean composite score on best practices in mentoring was 4.12 on a
5-point scale. One survey participant shared that the best experience in the doctoral program was
“The relationship that I developed with my mentor.” Reflecting on the overall doctoral program
experience, survey participants shared in open-ended responses the importance of their
relationships with their dissertation chair. Another survey participant shared, “The professors
were insistent that I complete my dissertation and not end ABD [all but dissertation]. The
support, prayers, and cheers for a job well-done were more important than they will ever know.”
Research Question 2 asked, “Are there any differences between doctoral graduates’
ratings of overall satisfaction with their chairs’ mentoring based on the program delivery method
(i.e., fully in-person, fully online, or hybrid)?”
H01: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
ratings of their chair’s helpfulness based on the program delivery type (i.e., fully in-person, fully
online, or hybrid).
H02: There is no significant difference between doctoral graduates’ mean composite
ratings of their chair’s use of best practices in mentoring based on the program delivery type (i.e.,
fully in-person, fully online, or hybrid).
Two 1x3 ANOVA comparisons revealed there were no significant differences between
graduates’ ratings of their chairs’ helpfulness during the dissertation phases nor the ratings of the
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chair’s use of best practices in mentoring dissertation students based on the three types of
program delivery. Both null hypotheses were accepted.
Implications for Future Practice
The graduates in the study reported high levels of satisfaction with their doctoral
programs on the following factors: (a) academic advising and guidance, (b) quality of
instruction, (c) professionalism of faculty, and (d) promotion of student development. The results
are especially encouraging in light of the typical recidivism studies common to many doctoral
programs (Gittings et al., 2018; Roberts et al., 2019).
Dissertation mentors can function as an MKO to dissertation students to actively guide
and scaffold student learning during the dissertation process, whether in a fully in-person, fully
online, or hybrid program. The doctoral graduates in this study rated their dissertation chairs as
helpful or very helpful throughout the dissertation process. In addition, the graduates agreed or
strongly agreed that their dissertation mentors used best practices in mentoring dissertation
students. Considering that all the subjects in this study completed the dissertation, their
dissertation chairs can logically be construed as having influenced the final outcome as an MKO.
A number of respondents’ optional comments confirmed the students’ perceptions that their
dissertation chairs were key factors in completing the dissertation.
Dissertation chairs can serve as critical resources to help novice researchers become
accomplished scholars. The transition from novice to scholar occurs over a period of time and
involves the long-term skill development in research, writing, and statistics. Relational
mentoring (Gammel & Rutstein-Riley, 2016) over time can make the difference between success
and failure. Relational mentoring can come from the dissertation chair, peers, other faculty
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members, and the students’ families. Dissertation faculty should be encouraged to develop
relational mentoring approaches if they have not done so in the past.
Mirick et al. (2020) found that faculty members desired training to better meet the needs
of their dissertation students. By working with professional organizations such as the National
Association of Student Personnel Administrators, American Association of University
Professors, or the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education, a standardized
training program on mentoring expectations of dissertation chairs can be developed,
implemented, and researched. Regional, national, and online training or certificate programs
could be offered throughout the year for faculty members.
Faculty members who have extensive experience as dissertation chairs should be
rewarded for mentoring their less experienced colleagues. Best practices in mentoring
dissertation students should be an ongoing discussion in faculty meetings and new faculty
orientations.
Study Limitations
The respondents to the survey were composed of a non-random sample (N = 133) of
convenience; therefore, the results are not necessarily generalizable to the population of doctoral
graduates and their dissertation chairs nationwide. In addition, the sample was primarily female
(72%) and Caucasian (83%), which may further limit the generalizability of the results. The
current study did not address the mentoring relationships between faculty chairs and graduates
with terminal degrees in programs that did not require a dissertation. Participants self-reported
their perceptions of mentoring by their dissertation chairs and advice related to effective
mentoring. Self-reports may reflect responses that change over time and thus have limited
reliability.
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Recommendations for Future Research
The results of the current study should be explored in future studies using the data from
the current study. For example, the researcher could compare the doctoral students’ perceptions
of mentoring by dissertation chairs at faith-based versus secular institutions. In the current study,
39 of the 133 subjects attended faith-based institutions. Additionally, examination of the
graduates’ demographic variables and their relationships to graduates’ overall satisfaction with
their dissertation chairs’ mentorship and overall evaluation of the doctoral program could be
analyzed to uncover any trends or relationships.
Some subjects in the current study were enrolled in doctoral programs that included
embedded dissertations. In other words, each of the courses in the program included the
development of elements of the dissertation. A study could be conducted to examine the
perceptions of mentoring by graduates from programs that implemented embedded dissertations.
Alternatively, a researcher could compare the perceptions of chairs’ mentoring of graduates of
programs with embedded dissertations to the perceptions of chairs’ mentoring of graduates of
traditional dissertation models. Additionally, future researchers might consider examining the
quality of the dissertation products created by doctoral students based on whether students
describe their dissertation chair as a life mentor.
The current study should be replicated to collect responses from a larger and more
diverse sample of doctoral graduates. The instrument created and validated for the study was
developed after an extensive review of literature on best practices of mentoring by dissertation
chairs; as such, the instrument provides a timely and evidence-based tool for assessment of the
perceptions of doctoral students.
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Future researchers should examine the ways doctoral students are paired with their
dissertation mentors. For example, a research question could be, “Are doctoral students paired
with dissertation faculty based on availability of time, research interests, or other factors?” Baker
(2015) wrote that “Institutions need to engage in a more specific screening and training process
for mentors and provide overall guidance about how a mentorship could evolve” (p. 14).
The effectiveness of weekly meetings between a dissertation student and the dissertation
chair is an area of future research. Using a survey, dissertation chairs can report the number of
hours per week spent preparing the dissertation student during each phase of the dissertation
process. By analyzing the data, researchers can evaluate the effectiveness of having consistent
communication with the doctoral mentee and the ways frequent communication promote
completion of each phase of the dissertation process.
Mentoring in higher education is a rich area for future research, especially in graduate
education. A great deal of mentoring research in higher education focuses on mentoring
undergraduate students; however, graduate students need support as well, especially in
disciplines with high levels of program retention problems. Mentoring at institutions of higher
education should be at the core of the mission statement, vision statement, and strategic plans. A
comprehensive, strategic analysis and evaluation of mentoring at the institutions would shed
light on the universities’ mentoring activities, priorities, and effectiveness. Dissertation
mentoring sessions for faculty are also rich areas for future research, along with ways faculty,
doctoral students, and graduates perceive their chairs’ application of training during the
mentoring process.
The relationship between a dissertation chair and a doctoral student requires continued
research using both quantitative and qualitative methods to uncover more evidence related to the
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role of dissertation mentors as an MKO to novice researchers. Vygotsky’s (1987) theories are
robust and appear to be appropriate as a lens through which mentor-mentee relationships in any
discipline or environment can be examined. According to a survey respondent in the current
study, “The relationship that my doctoral advisor/chair cultivated with me through her support,
guidance, and wisdom of my doctoral student/candidate journey was the best experience during
my doctoral program.”
Conclusion
The purpose of the study was to examine doctoral graduates’ perceptions of mentoring by
their dissertation chairs. The researcher developed and validated a survey containing open and
closed items related to the graduates’ perceptions of the chair’s helpfulness and use of best
practices in mentoring. The survey respondents included 133 doctoral graduates from a variety of
disciplines. The majority of the subjects (55 %) attended their doctoral program in fully inperson environments; 17% of respondents attended fully online programs, and 29% of
respondents attended hybrid programs. The research study highlighted the need for effective
dissertation mentors to utilize a constellation of best practices in mentoring dissertation students:
(a) provide timely and constructive feedback to students, (b) encourage students to persist, (c)
challenge students to meet their goals, and (d) share knowledge, skills, and experience in the
discipline. In open-ended survey items, the doctoral graduates provided the following advice to
doctoral students: (a) be persistent; (b) stay motivated; (c) trust the dissertation chair and
committee members; (d) be authentic, open, and transparent with chairs about doubts and fears;
and (e) seek ongoing advice and mentorship throughout the dissertation process. In addition, the
current study proposed a theoretical basis for describing the relationships of mentors and
mentees. Finally, the researcher developed an evidence-based instrument for measuring doctoral
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students’ perceptions of mentoring by their dissertation chairs. The current research study adds to
the current body of literature on mentoring in higher education and, more specifically, the
mentoring relationships between the doctoral student and the dissertation chair.
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Appendix A
Online Survey
This survey is designed to gather information for dissertation research conducted by
Amanda Blount, a doctoral student in Education with a concentration in Organizational
Leadership at Southeastern University (SEU) in Lakeland, Florida. The principal investigator at
SEU is Dr. Patty LeBlanc, Professor in the College of Education at Southeastern University.
You will be asked to describe your perceptions of the relationships between yourself as a
doctoral dissertation student and your dissertation chair. In this study, the term “mentor” is used
broadly to describe your dissertation advisor or chair, not necessarily a life mentor.
This survey should take only about 20 minutes of your time and will serve to further
understand and analyze your experiences in the dissertation journey. Please respond truthfully to
all the items. The results of individual responses will remain anonymous and will be used only
for reporting grouped. Your responses cannot be identified.
By taking this survey, you certify that you are 18 years of age or older, have successfully
completed requirements to earn a doctoral degree in any academic discipline, and consent to
participate.
If you have any questions related to this survey, please feel free to contact us at:
Ms. Amanda Blount at (863) 255-8401 or anblount@seu.edu
Dr. Patty LeBlanc at pbleblanc@seu.edu
Institutional Review Board at irb@seu.edu
Thank you so much for your assistance in this important research project! Your prompt
response to the survey is very much appreciated.
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Please note: If you do not wish to receive further messages regarding this study, simply
reply or forward to anblount@seu.edu and type ‘unsubscribe’ in the subject line. Your name will
be promptly removed.
Doctoral Program and Coursework
1. As you reflect on your entire program of doctoral studies, how satisfied were you with
each of the following?
Very
Dissatisfied
(1)

Dissatisfied Neutral
(2)
(3)

Satisfied
(4)

Academic advising and
guidance
Overall quality of graduate
level instruction
Professionalism of program
faculty
Faculty efforts to promote
my professional development

Comments related to the above topics:

2. What was your best experience during the doctoral program? (open-ended)

3. What was your worst experience during the doctoral program? (open-ended)

4. The culminating product of my program was:
 Dissertation
 Project
 Literature Review
 Article Publication

5. Which course(s) best prepared you for the dissertation? (open-ended)
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Very
Satisfied
(5)

6. What type of dissertation research did you conduct? Please choose one answer from among
the options.
 Experimental
 Non-experimental (please choose one)
o Archival
o Survey
o Qualitative
▪ Interview
▪ Phenomenological
▪ Ethnographic
▪ Other
 Mixed Method
 Other
Mentoring by the Dissertation Chair
7. How many dissertation chairs did you have? ________
Comments:

8. How satisfied were you with the mentoring by your dissertation chair during the
following phases of the dissertation study? If you had more than one dissertation chair,
reflect on the chair who mentored you to completion of the dissertation.
Not helpful
(1)
Selection of dissertation topic
Preparation of dissertation
proposal
Oral preparation of proposal
defense
Review of Literature
Scholarly writing
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Slightly
helpful
(2)

Helpful
(3)

Very helpful
(4)

Not helpful
(1)

Slightly
helpful
(2)

Helpful
(3)

Very helpful
(4)

Research questions
Research methods
Data collection
Data analysis
Statistical support
Dissertation conclusions
Dissertation writing
Final defense
Publication or presentation of
dissertation results

Comments on the above dissertation phases:

9. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements as they
apply to your dissertation chair. If you had more than one dissertation chair, reflect on
the chair who mentored you to complete the dissertation.
Strongly
disagree
(1)
Was an experienced mentor to
doctoral students.
Worked well with my committee.

78

Disagree
(2)

Neutral
(3)

Agree
(4)

Strongly
agree
(5)

Strongly
disagree
(1)
Was willing to spend the time
necessary to advise me on my
research.
Discussed my research with me on a
regular basis.
Was easy to approach.
Was available for informal
consultation.
Was interested in my goals and
work.
Gave constructive criticism on my
work.
Encouraged and supported my
research ideas.
Returned my work promptly.
Gave me valuable advice related the
dissertation process.
Shared time management and
dissertation timeline advice.
Encouraged me to persist.
Cared about me as a person.
Was supportive in my search for
professional employment and
development.
Was knowledgeable about
completion requirements.
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Disagree
(2)

Neutral
(3)

Agree
(4)

Strongly
agree
(5)

10. My dissertation chair mentored me in the following ways (check all that apply).
 Email
 Phone Calls
 Virtual Meetings
 In-Person (face-to-face) Meetings
 Other
Comments about the above communication strategies:

11. Which of the communication strategies was the most effective for you?
 Email
 Phone Calls
 Virtual Meetings
 In-Person (face-to-face) Meetings
 Other
Comments about the strategies above:
12. Do you consider your dissertation chair a life mentor?
 Yes
 No
Comments:
Open-Ended Items
13. What advice would you give to dissertation chairs? (open-ended)

14. What advice would you give to dissertation students/mentees? (open-ended)

15. If you could change one thing about your dissertation journey, what would it be and why?
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Demographic Items
Please answer the following demographic and College/University questions to conclude
your participation in this survey.
Personal Information
16. How do you identify?
 Male
 Female
 Prefer not to answer
 Other (please specify)
17. To which racial/ethnic group do you belong?
 Caucasian
 Hispanic or Latino
 African American
 Native American
 Asian/Pacific Islander
 Prefer not to answer
 Other (please specify)
18. In which degree program were you enrolled?
 PhD
 EdD
 Doctor of Medicine (MD)
 Doctor of Ministry (DMin)
 Doctor of Music (DMus.)
 Doctor of Psychology (DPsy)
 Doctor of Strategic Leadership (DSL)
 Doctor of Theology (DTh)
 Other (please specify)
In which discipline did you earn your doctoral degree? Please be specific (e.g.,
Education, Chemistry, Religion) Open-ended question

19. Age at the time of earning your doctoral degree? ______
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College/University Information
20. What type of institution did you attend during the dissertation phase of your doctoral
program?
 Public
 Private (secular)
 Private (faith-based)
 For-Profit
21. How was your doctoral program offered?
 Fully in-person
 Fully online
 Hybrid
22. Did you receive financial support for your doctoral program? If yes, check all that apply.
 Employer Tuition reimbursement
 Church Scholarship
 Fellowship
 Military Tuition assistance
 Research Assistant position
 Teaching Assistant position
 Other
23. Approximately how many years did it take to complete your doctoral program
coursework? ______
24. Approximately how many years did it take to successfully complete and defend your
dissertation? ________
Thank You for Participating in this Survey!
Please forward this survey link to friends and colleagues you know who have successfully
completed a dissertation and earned the doctorate. Link:
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